The first part of this article discusses the current state of International Relations (IR) in Turkey, and begins with the argument that the local disciplinary community shows limited scholarly engagement. The article proposes that the growth of such engagement could be encouraged by increased methodological diversity, in particular additional research using quantitative methods. It argues that quantitative research could contribute to engagement by providing conceptual and methodological clarity around which scholarly debates could develop and ultimately contribute to Turkish IR's progress as a disciplinary community. To substantiate these claims, the article goes on to discuss the development and contributions of quantitative research to global IR, and illustrates the potential benefits of using quantitative methods in the study of Turkish foreign affairs.
Turkish International Relations is a growing discipline both in terms of the number of researchers working within it and the broadness of subjects being covered. Particularly in the last decade, IR publications by scholars based in Turkey have reached unprecedented levels. A quick search through the Web of Science for articles in the areas of Political Science (PS), International Relations (IR) or Area Studies (AS), with authors providing a Turkish address, confirms this observation. 1 While such proliferation is welcome in many respects, it is reasonable to ask whether those sheer numbers have been contributing to an improved understanding of the subject matter(s), and whether they reflect a growing sense of local disciplinary identity. In this article, we argue that this proliferation can only be fruitful if it generates debates within the community. Moreover, such debates are possible and progressive only if there is sufficient theoretical and methodological diversity. To support our argument, we highlight the current state of Turkish IR as observed by leading local scholars, and as suggested by both the findings of a recent Teaching, Research and International Politics (TRIP) survey and by our review of the research published in four leading journals of Turkish IR. We argue that, in contrast with what has been previously claimed informally, it is not the lack of theoretical diversity that impedes debates, but a lack of methodological diversity. Our findings suggest that Turkish IR is predominantly qualitative, and that this uniformity of methodology ultimately impedes debate. The lack of debate, in turn, hinders both community building and the accumulation of knowledge.
The first section of this article looks at the current state of Turkish IR, and reveals a fragmented community with limited scientific interaction-as evidenced by the observations of leading scholars, coauthorship ratios, and citation counts. In the second section we argue that one of the major reasons for such fragmentation is the lack of methodological diversity. Based on a survey of 251 IR articles by scholars based in Turkey and published in four journals, we find a predominant use of similar, mostly qualitative, methods. We argue that, in the case of a very young and underdeveloped disciplinary community like that of Turkish IR, the use of more quantitative methods 2 would help to generate debates and engagement among members, thus benefitting the discipline in three interrelated ways:
(1) On the empirical level, Turkish IR scholars would be encouraged to better define concepts, thus leading to more meaningful debates.
(2) On the social level: long term research programs to generate data would help establish a sense of community.
(3) On the methodological level: Turkish IR scholars would be encouraged to address the problem of selection bias more systematically.
The positions taken in the third section draw on the development of the Correlates of War (COW)
Project and show how the aforementioned benefits materialized in the global IR community through the introduction of quantitative studies. Finally, we provide a brief review of some existing quantitative research in Turkish IR, to illustrate how these potential benefits can be materialized in the local community.
The Current State of Turkish IR: Still a Fragmented Community?
In 2005, the Turkish Council of International Relations (UIK) started a series of biennial conferences to bring the Turkish IR community together in order to launch discussion on the local discipline's status, problems, and advancement. In the first of these meetings, the participants widely agreed that there was not enough communication within the community:
We do not know about each other's studies. In other words, what they have been doing in Istanbul, we have no clue. In Istanbul, they do not know what we are doing in Ankara. I believe it is the same for universities in Anatolia. Some publishing companies that work in Istanbul do not even send their publications to Ankara, and vice versa (Aydin 2005:28-29) .
Another scholar added that the lack of communication was not restricted to that between universities in different cities, but also between universities within Istanbul (Hatipoglu 2005) . In a similar meeting that same year at the Middle East Technical University, another senior scholar bluntly stated that there was "no collaboration" between departments in Turkey (Eralp 2005) .
Collaboration can, of course, refer to a number of things (Glänzeland Schubert 2005) . It can be broadly related to social interaction, such as meetings and conferences, the institutionalization of the community in the form of professional associations, and the overall level of personal acquaintance among community members. While this form of communication and "collaboration" may be beneficial for scientific productivity (Moody 2004) , it is not necessarily essential. A more important form of collaboration is that of scientific interaction. Scientific interaction can basically take two forms: indirectly when a researcher acknowledges the contributions (arguments, findings or methods) of other researchers in one's own work; or directly, when two or more researchers conduct research together. The first form can be gauged by citation analysis, the second by levels of co-authorship within a community.
Such scientific interaction requires a certain amount of agreement in research specialty. A disciplinary community's members will not be scientifically engaged with each other if their subject matters are so disparate that other scholars' works are irrelevant to one's own. In other words, if there is too much diversity within a community with respect to research interests, it is unlikely that an individual researcher would cite another scholar's work or that they would consider conducting research together.
Therefore, in looking to interpret the degree of collaboration with the Turkish IR disciplinary community, the first step is to consider whether there is at least sufficient overlap of subject matters to enable collaboration. To answer this initial question we collected a sample of 1,550 articles by authors based in Turkey, published between 1980-2015 in all ISI indexed journals that are categorized as area studies, international relations or political science. The top 10 most frequently used words in their titles are presented in Table 1 . Table 2 presents the basic statistics on this narrower sample and Table 3 presents the variation in most-used words. Clearly, Turkey and its foreign and domestic politics are popular subject matters for these scholars publishing in both Turkey based/focused journals, and other SSCI journals as well. The results imply that despite Turkey's growing interest in the outside world, Turkish IR is still predominantly "inward looking" (Turan 2012 ).
Despite having an extensively shared research subject, to what extent does the community of Turkey-based IR scholars scientifically engage with each other? As "one of the most tangible and well documented forms of scientific collaboration" (Glanzeland Schubert 2005: 257) , levels of co-authorship may give a clue. According to a recent survey, the attitudes of Turkish IR scholars about co-authorship and its impact on one's professional achievement do not seem to differ widely from those of the rest of the world (Aydin and Yazgan 2013:32) , but in practice, differences emerge. Looking at the same set of 248 locally published IR papers, 26.8% were multiple-authored, and in the larger sample of 1,550, the ratio was 35.1%. These numbers are somewhat low compared to those findings that exist in other social science communities. In American Political Science the level of co-authorship has been consistently above 30% in all years since the late 1970s and in recent years has reached close to 50% (Fisher et al. 1998; Chandra et al. 2006) . In American Sociology, more than 45% of articles annually have been co-authored since 1980, rising above 60% in the late 1990s (Moody 2004) , and in Public Administration the average percentage of co-authored articles rose from about 40% in 1973 to 84% by 2007 (Corley and Sabharwal 2010) . Defined in terms of co-authorship therefore, with the exception of the year 2010, the level of collaboration within Turkish IR can be considered lower than that of similar disciplines in the global academic community.
Turning then to the other form of scientific interaction: To what extent do members of the Turkish IR community cite each other? Based on a Histcite analysis (see Table 4 ), the larger sample of 1,550 articles contains a Total Local Citation score of 865, and a total global citation score of 4,522. In other words, if we look at the ratio of Turkey-based citations to global community-based ones, on average each article in the larger pool is cited 0.56 times by other Turkey-based scholars, and 2.92 times by other researchers, while in the smaller sub-set of articles in local journals (n=248), each article is cited 0.35 times from within the community and 1.17 times from outside the community. These numbers suggest a level of engagement among Turkish IR scholars that seems low for a community that publishes in similar journals, is located in one country, and mostly shares a common research subject. those reflecting criticism or refusal of another study (Moravcsik and Murugesan 1975) . When a study does not employ any particular framework, however, they may be less likely to cite other, more theoretically informed works.
Indeed, participants of the UIK conferences also argued that there are few Turkish IR researchers who have an interest in theory. The chief editor of Uluslarası İlişkiler Dergisi, the flagship journal of UIK, noted that most submissions of works based on empirical research in the form of area studies are rejected from the journal, as they lack any kind of conceptual framework. Similarly, a 2008 study on Turkish IR confirmed the chief editor's comments, describing the community's engagement with theory as "complex and uncomfortable" (Aydinli and Mathews 2008) . Interestingly, there seems to be at least a huge reported interest in more theoretically informed work. According to a recent UIK and TRIP survey (Aydin and Yazgan 2013), 89% of Turkish IR scholars say they use a theoretical approach-a figure higher than the world average of 78%, the North American average of 79%, and the European average of 72%. There is also considerable diversity reported in theoretical approaches. While realism is the most popular (26%), constructivism is a close contender (24%) and no single approach seems to dominate the discipline. One
Turkish respondent commented that the survey question 4 is not a proper one, since published work may incorporate different theories at different times. For example, s/he reported conducting research in the realist, post-structuralist and constructivist traditions. The comment implies, at least for some, that theoretical diversity is embraced not only at the disciplinary level, but at the individual level as well.
These figures imply that Turkish researchers are increasingly interested in theoretically informed
work, yet they seldom take part in global theory-shaping debates as there are only a very small number of researchers who do what is classified as "pure theory." 5 Accordingly, only 3% of Turkish IR scholars report that their work is primarily "Analytic/Non-formal Conceptual" 6 rather than empirically oriented.
Most of the "theoretically informed" work takes the form of "application studies," i.e. using concepts of core paradigms and testing those paradigms' theoretical insights against the case at hand. As an unusually high percentage of the Turkish respondents stated that IR studies should be motivated by a paradigm (22% versus a global average of 4%), the end result often becomes one of finding data, usually government 4 The wording of the question is "Which of the following best describes your approach to the study of IR? If you do not think of your work as falling within one of these paradigms, please select the category in which most other scholars would place your work" (Maliniak, Peterson and Tierney 2012: 27) . 5 Pure theory consists of grand theories that account for large numbers of phenomena with no reference to specific regions or areas.
6 "Analytic/Non-formal Conceptual" category refers to "attempts to illuminate features of IR or IR theory without reference to significant empirical evidence or a formal model" (TRIP 2013: 13).
supplied, which fits into the theory at hand, rather than generating data in an effort to answer a specific research question and only then searching for theories that might best help interpret those data. This practice turns Turkish IR into a hunter gatherer society, in which one starts out with an argument and then selectively picks out numerical data to support that claim and leaves behind anything that is nonconfirmatory.
As suggested by the citation records in the previous section, on a theoretical level, scholars and students of Turkish IR interact with Western originated ideas far more than they interact with each other's ideas. In their research, a whopping 97% of Turkish IR scholars report "regularly" using materials written How might this fragmentation, defined in terms of exclusive theoretical engagement with the West and lack of scientific interaction within, be overcome? Why is theoretical diversity insufficient for generating debates? The answers may lie at least in part in the lack of diversity in another vital factor involved in research. Sezer (2005) , a senior Turkish scholar, points out that although different theories are employed, most IR scholars in Turkey use more or less similar forms of gathering, presenting and analyzing data, with the only identifiable differences emanating from the individual quality of the selection and collection of resources, differences in personal traits, and in ideological differences.
Consequently, she notes, studies by members of the Turkish IR community are all very much alike, even repetitive of each other. Others argue that there is an overreliance on historical methods, which mostly consist of chronological descriptions of events (Aydinli, Kurubaş and Özdemir 2015) .
We argue that apparent theoretical diversity and an undeniable proliferation of studies does not transform into debates because of this very lack of diversity in methods. It is important, therefore, to explore further the exact nature of this alleged lack of methodological diversity. Forty-three percent of Turkish respondents of the TRIP survey report using primarily qualitative methods, while 40% report engaging in "Policy Analysis." 7 Only 9% report using any quantitative methods, and just 2% use formal modeling. Compared to the survey results from the global discipline, this degree of methodological diversity is in fact not very far from average (Bennett, Barth and Rutherford 2003; Malinak et al. 2011 ).
Globally, 58% of TRIP respondents reported that qualitative methods are their primary research method, policy analysis makes up 17%, quantitative 15% and formal modeling only 1%.
To explore this issue further, and to examine in detail the salience of particular research methods in Turkish IR studies, we analyzed our sub-set of IR articles 8 in four journals by Turkey-based scholars between the years 2008 and 2014. We first considered "quantitative" in terms of four processes related to empirical research: (1) the use of readily available numerical data (such as foreign trade data); (2) numerical data generation (such as event data); (3) quantitative analysis of data (inferential statistics); and (4) inference based on numerical calculations (such as game theory).
We coded an article as actually using "Quantitative Methods" only when the author(s) used statistical modeling to infer a relationship between at least two variables operationalized in numerical form, and we coded those articles which used formal, derived mathematical equations or diagrams (such as game theoretic decision trees) as "Formal Theory." However, we coded an article as "Qualitative" if it used numerical, textual or visual data to describe/explain/interpret contemporary or historical trends or events related to IR only through verbal argumentation. As such, the "qualitative" category included case studies as well as descriptive studies, even if they referred to numerical data. The "Other" category was applied to studies incorporating simulations and experiments. Since these four broad types of methods can be used simultaneously, any article that satisfied the relevant criteria could be coded as qualitative, quantitative, formal, other, or a combination of the above. The last category, "meta-theoretical," consisted of attempts to elaborate on conceptual issues in IR theory without reference to empirical evidence or a formal model. An article could not be coded as "meta-theoretical" if it was coded as utilizing one of the other four methods.
Our findings showed that 82% of the 251 IR articles in our sample used qualitative methods, 6%
used inferential statistics (regression), 5% formal modeling, and one (0.4 %) used the experimental method. Eleven percent of the articles were meta-theoretical. 9 When we compare these results with the findings of a study about methodology in leading IR journals around the world, we find that the lack of methodological diversity is striking (See Table 6 ). Moreover, on a global level, the percentage of articles employing quantitative methods has increased every year from 1992 to 2006, reaching a total of 53% in 2006. Ultimately, the result is an extremely heavy reliance on qualitative methods in Turkish IR, and, as argued above, this single methodology is less conducive to the generation of debates. The further argument has also been made that greater use of quantitative methods could be instrumental in stimulating critical engagement within the local disciplinary community because of those methods' comparative advantage in being more explicit than qualitative methods. Goertz and Mahoney (2012) , in a discussion of the problems they faced in comparing qualitative and quantitative methods, argue that with respect to quantitative research, they find it easier to "focus on explicit practices that follow well-established advice from the methodological literature. Quantitative research methods and procedures are often clearly specified, and quantitative researchers often quite explicitly follow these well-formulated methodological ideas" (Goertz and Mahoney 2012:7) . The same cannot always be said for qualitative research: "In general, qualitative methods are used far less explicitly when compared to quantitative methods. At this stage, in fact, the implicit use of methods could be seen as a cultural characteristic of qualitative research…qualitative methods are often used unsystematically" (Goertz and Mahoney 2012:8 (Moravcsik 2010; Elman and Kapiszewski 2014 ).
In its current state, most studies on Turkish foreign affairs (TFA) remain insular-either engagement with the global community fails to be adequately critical and/or scholarly engagement within the local community is insufficient. Therefore, with such limited engagement at the methodological or theoretical levels, there are either no debates in Turkey, or those that exist seem to be increasingly shaped by "political debates of national policy, with strong underlying ideological biases" (Bilgin and Tanrisever 2009 ). As such, Turkish IR seems to be a field of endeavor, in which persuasion through verbal argumentation rather than informing through providing novel information is the norm. Interestingly, although these discussions tend to be based mainly on ideological preferences, they are also tinted with methodological criticisms, such that when results of research are politically unwelcome, they may be accused instead of suffering from "misuse of theory," or of "slant"ing the data (Yesiltas 2014: 35).
We propose, therefore, that the use of quantitative methods can enhance dialogue within Turkish IR in three interconnected, but analytically identifiable ways:
Using quantitative methods encourages conceptual clarity as it compels the researcher to think of the most appropriate ways to operationalize concepts.
When a researcher tries to quantify a concept, the first step is to devise quantifiable indicators, and this Dealing with numerical data forces one to consider available options about what to measure and how to measure. Most quantitative methods involve specific procedures and rules, including clarifying of their selection of sources, their coding procedures, models, and, ideally, providing justification for each of these. These procedures also involve specific precautions to ward off biases associated with source selection, sampling, aggregation, etc. All of this serves to generate standardized data, thus making those data comparable to findings of other studies using the same method. Such common backgrounds in empirical data make it possible for newer studies to confirm or refute the previous findings of fellow researchers with shared subjects of interest, and ultimately serve to foster intra and inter-community discussion and debate. 
Quantitative Research and Disciplinary Development in Global IR: The COW Project
The main purpose of most academic quantitative research is to find statistical regularities. To this end, such researchers collect and code data according to clearly defined procedures and in most cases use statistical methods to infer those regularities. In this section, we discuss the development of one such project, the Correlates of War, in an effort to clarify how this effort helped generate critical engagement within the global IR discipline.
The Correlates of War (COW) project began in 1963 at the University of Michigan (Dessler 1991) . Inspired by a mathematical turn in behavioral sciences such as psychology (Geller 2004) , COW became "one of the most ambitious social scientific projects of the late twentieth century" (Vasquez 1987: 35) and has spawned more than 350 studies over the years.
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From the very beginning, the project was at the focus of critical engagement within the wider discipline. It is reasonable to argue that the second great debate of IR, although it had its origins elsewhere, was shaped by the COW project. As the research design, coding procedures and methods of data analysis in the COW project evolved, so did the debate on the merits of a quantified IR. The project itself instigated additional philosophical debates about methodology and epistemology, from the level of analysis problem (Singer 1961) , to discussion about induction versus deduction. operationally defined variables," may help scholars to discover "a considerable degree of convergence amongst theoretical models" (Singer 1981:14) . In the case of COW, those who shared certain common assumptions about methodology were able to improve and contribute to the discussion by pointing out shortcomings and possible improvements. For example, Zinnes (1967) reviewed the definitions of "balance of power" and compared them to Singer and Small's (1967) definition. She proposed an arguably more accurate measurement of alliance density in the international system so that studies might better account for the relationship between alliances and the onset of war. Most and Starr (1983) argued that war is an interactional concept, and as such not attributable to properties of individual states. Therefore, they criticized research designs which try to account for wars as outcomes of national attributes. Similarly, Siverson and Sullivan (1983) criticized research designs which posit that equal distribution of power leads to war, arguing that they use data not closely related to theory, that they reduce the variance in independent variables, and that they are subject to selective use of cases. Altfeld (1983) agreed with Wallace's (1979) definition of an arms race, but argued that his measurement was inaccurate and offered an alternative way. All of this criticism came from within the "scientific" paradigm, i.e. from scholars sharing basic epistemological and methodological assumptions, and resulting in new efforts to improve the quality of the research being done (Colaresi and Thompson 2005) .
For example, initially, Small and Singer (1976) defined war as sustained combat involving at least one organized armed force, resulting in a minimum of 1,000 battle-related fatalities among combat personnel. They differentiated between inter-state (when all participants are sovereign states) and extrasystemic wars, in which one sovereign state fought against a "less than sovereign political entity" (Small and Singer 1976:52) . This distinction was itself based on a definition of membership in the international system, for which they also made a list to clarify what they operationally meant by "sovereign state" (Singer and Small 1966b) . By 2000, the typology had expanded: Inter-state wars remained the same; extra-systemic wars were now referred to as extra-state wars; the category of civil wars was expanded to intra-state wars (now including intercommunal wars); and a new category of non-state wars was added (Sarkees and Schafer 2000) .
Another major contribution was the systematic collection of data in order to test rival hypotheses about war. The project began with data on wars since 1815, both interstate and civil, and contained information about who fought, with whom, the time and duration, severity (number of battle deaths) regime type of the warring parties, and the identity of the initiator. Over the years, due to criticisms voiced both from within and outside the project, the dataset was expanded to incorporate data on alliances and diplomatic ties between states, the number of intergovernmental organizations, the national capabilities of the major powers, and contiguity. The collection of data on these other variables was shaped by rival arguments about the subject matter. For example, Singer and Small (1966a) released the first dataset on international alliances (see also Gibler and Sarkees 2004) . Wallace (1973) found that when there are too many or too few alliances, there are more wars. Bueno de Mesquita (1978) found that increasing tightness and more alliance bonds is associated with longer wars. Discussions also emerged about contiguity and the relative likelihood of war. Criticisms that war proneness has less to do with regime type but more with border contiguity (Stinnett et al. 2002) (Gochman and Maoz 1984) . Based on an understanding of the importance of individual decision makers, the Behavioral Correlates of War (BCOW) dataset on bargaining techniques was established (Leng 1987; Leng and Goodsell 1974) . As a consequence of a normative preference for a positive definition of "peace," rather than a negative one of "absence of war," some aspects of the COW project evolved into a subfield of peace studies, thus changing the normative focus from "what causes war" to "how to establish peace" (Singer 1970 ).
Lastly, the COW project helped generate theories. One way it did this was by connecting the hypotheses that were tested and confirmed by COW data and transforming them into models. Two examples are Vasquez's steps-to-war model (1987) and Gochman's model on phases of interstate conflict (1993) . Both of these studies connect the empirical findings of the project in a temporal manner to explain sequentially how and under what conditions a conflict becomes more likely, escalates, and transforms into war.
The second way in which COW helped theory development was by pointing to puzzles. One of the most robust findings of the project -i.e. that democracies do not fight each other though they do fight wars as often as do non-democratic states -has become a puzzle for researchers to explain, and gave way to a separate democratic peace research program. The claim itself was not new. Babst, a sociologist, had argued as far back as 1964 that no two democratic states had ever fought a war, but it took the COW project's quantified data (Small and Singer 1976) to reveal the puzzle by introducing data on nondemocratic states as well, i.e. when compared to non-democracies, democracies are not less war prone.
The COW project brought the discussion to the forefront and provided the systematic, longitudinal data to spark real debate on the issue. This revival of interest "can be explained primarily by reference to the quality of the evidence and even the coherence of the theoretical structure on which it has been based" (Ray 2002:107) .
Indeed, the COW project is important not because the findings are undoubtedly objective or truthful, but because these studies established some criteria according to which scholars could meaningfully evaluate and criticize each other's claims. Such criticisms led to, for example, a finer discussion of what exactly democracy or war is and how these concepts should be defined; epistemological debates on empiricism and induction; and discussions on rival variables which led researchers to develop even more comprehensive datasets. The policy relevance of these findings also led to normative discussions, such as those on the legitimacy and efficacy of promoting democracy abroad to eliminate wars. The empirical background and explicit methodology that COW provided has made such wide ranging debates possible.
An important consequence of this intense interaction inspired by COW was its success in community building. Apart from the core researchers and graduate students at the University of Michigan, other scholars later joined the project from both the United States and Europe (Vasquez 1987) . With those engaged in secondary data analysis, the number of researchers who have networked through the project runs into the hundreds. This networking has become possible mostly because COW designated a clear temporal and spatial domain for research, encouraged and used clear definitions for concepts, established common variable operationalizations and shared data, and all this made is possible for replication as well as constructive criticism. From the beginning, Singer and Small were determined to share the data within the wider discipline (Vasquez 1987:110) . Currently, COW's numerous cross-national and cross-time datasets is run by a loose network of researchers and institutions from across the world. Each host maintains a major dataset and its documentation, and ensures its consistency. This "coordinated decentralization" (Correlates of War Project 2015) helps researchers not only share the costs of datahosting but also helps sustain a sense of community.
Overall, this review on COW suggests that quantitative methods, especially those which are incorporated in large-N data building efforts, encourage researchers to better define concepts on an empirical level, and be clear and explicit about their methodology. In turn, this offers scholars a standardized pool of evidence for testing rival claims, and the totality provides a foundation for fruitful debates that are less mired with misunderstandings about others' use of concepts. On a social level, the resulting heightened interaction serves to establish a sense of community and helps overcome local disciplinary fragmentation.
In the next section, in order to gauge whether the above benefits may be viable for a developing disciplinary community like that of Turkish IR, we review a few examples from the Turkish IR literature which either descriptively use numerical data to indicate dependent or independent variables or which statistically establish associations between them. We look at both descriptive and inferential studies, as we believe both play a role in producing the aforementioned benefits.
Quantitative Research in Turkish IR
Turkey's foreign affairs-focused political actors, the foreign actors they engage with, and the relations established have not only increased numerically in the last decade but have grown ever more complicated.
A comprehensive analysis is therefore difficult to make. Currently, Turkish IR community members areto echo the old Indian parable-like blindfolded people trying to describe an elephant based solely on the limited information available to them each individually. Hence, although their observations might be true for a specific time period, region, group of people or type of relations, their conclusions differ enormously; they are not only disparate, but sometimes conflicting. The qualitative methods that are commonly used in
Turkish foreign affairs studies clearly do offer some in-depth and detailed information, however the introduction of more quantitative analytical methods could enable theorists to more easily and efficiently look at the subject matter in a longitudinal and holistic manner and provide opportunities for broad comparative analyses. In this section, we draw on a few examples of already existing quantitative research in Turkish IR in order to highlight three potential benefits of quantitative methods and the generation of numerical data.
Clarifying Concepts: What Kind of Indicators, How to Define?
To begin with, consider the principle notion of "foreign policy" as either a dependent or independent variable, and how quantitative studies on Turkish foreign affairs have defined it. One way is to define "foreign policy" as an "outcome," i.e. the results when particular foreign policy decisions are executed. In this sense, a commonly used indicator of Turkish foreign policy has been the volume and distribution of Turkish foreign trade across countries and regions. For example, Kirişçi and Kaptanoğlu (2011) 11 rely on foreign trade data supplied by the Turkish Statistical Institute (TUIK) to argue that economic factors drive Turkish foreign policy. While they suggest the trend began in the 1980s, Turkey's status as a trading state has become more prominent in the 2000s. Babacan (2010) also refers to change in foreign trade data in order to establish that there has been a change in foreign policy. These studies use empirical data to describe changes in Turkey's foreign policy outcomes. In other words, they use foreign trade data as an indicator for the dependent variable, although their independent variables differ. For instance, Babacan (2010) refers to global economic climate as an independent variable, while Kirişçi and Kaptanoğlu (2011) refer to economic rationality. Still other studies define foreign policy as "foreign policy behavior" by decision makers. For example, Tezcür and Grigorescu (2014) show that the proportional change in the distribution of foreign trade volume may not be a proper indicator for assessing change in Turkish foreign policy behavior; they argue that Turkey's increasing foreign trade volume with the Middle East might be due to a change in oil prices. They use Turkey's voting patterns in the United Nations General Assembly over the past three decades as an indicator of Turkish foreign policy behavior, and accordingly assess change in that voting.
Another study which defines foreign policy as behavior is Civan et al. (2013) Table 7 ). Maliniak et al. (2011) Another important contribution these works have made is in their attempts to clarify what is meant by the notion of the "West" or the "Middle East." According to their aggregation of data, Tezcür and Grigorescu (2014) 
Standardized Data to Compare Empirical Claims
A recent study shows that published articles that cover Turkey as a subject area are predominantly single case studies. Only three out of 627 articles published about Turkey between 1990 and 2014 in the top 40 ISI journals were large-N studies, and 164 were comparative case studies (Somer 2014) . While single case studies may have certain strengths, such as providing in-depth, intensive information about a phenomenon, or tracing the processes and mechanisms between causes and observed outcomes, they are limited in establishing external validity, i.e. in the extent to which their results can be generalized to other cases (George and Bennett 2005) . The evidence posited by each case study necessarily confirms the theoretical position of that study. For assessing a particular claim, one needs a sample of evidence that is different from the one used to build that claim. However, when each study is based on a separate collection of data, and when the data collected are not standard across studies, comparing their findings is no longer fully possible as the observed convergence or divergence between findings may be related to differences in data collection procedures rather than to an actual substantive difference. Quantitative data building research (especially large N studies), conversely, provides a standardized pool of evidence for testing hypotheses generated from existing theories across a multitude of cases.
Until such projects take off in a developing discipline such as Turkish IR, efforts can still be made to improve the external validity of single cases. The first step is to build up data on Turkey in a manner comparable to other studies so that the findings can be integrated into existing large-N studies, even if the authors do not actively take part in the core research group. Using the same coding criteria, selecting sources that are analogous to the ones used by an existing large-N study, and using the same analysis software or techniques can make the findings of an otherwise independent study comparable to a large body of other findings, as the data generated will be in standardized form. Two examples of such studies are those by Görener and Uçal (2011) , who explore then Prime Minister Erdoğan's worldview and leadership style, and Kesgin (2013) , who analyzes not only Erdoğan's style but also that of all Turkish prime ministers since 1990. Both studies utilized the Leadership Trait Analysis method developed by Hermann (1980) , a method consisting of systematic content analysis of decision makers' verbal records, using content analysis software. By using a well-established and clearly defined method, both studies were able to draw on earlier insights related to that method. For example, both chose to use "spontaneous material" -rather than speeches and other pre-written documents as proposed by the method's original developer -in order to avoid the shortcomings associated with analyzing the traits of speechwriters rather than leaders. Secondly, and more importantly, they can reliably compare their findings with other studies that have used the same method. For example, Görener and Uçal were able to state that Erdoğan's traits resemble those of other Middle Eastern leaders, except in terms of self confidence. Kesgin, on the other hand, was able to argue that when compared to Turkey's other leaders, Erdoğan's self-confidence was close to the mean.
The method used in these studies was explicit in terms of what source material should be chosen and how the data should be grouped, and therefore enabled the researchers to produce comparable results.
The methodological clarity provided made it easier for their work to be part of a wider global comparative foreign policy network, and as such, their results have become part of a growing collection of data about leadership traits, which can then be of use to other researchers worldwide.
Methodological Clarity: How to Measure?
Quantitative studies can also trigger debates about methodology because of their comparative explicitness in collecting and measuring data. Consider two recent cases of originally created event datasets that have been designed specifically for understanding Turkey's foreign relations. The first of these attempts is an ongoing effort to generate an event dataset that will cover behaviors of all political actors in Turkey and their relationships both with each other and with foreign actors. Turkey's Foreign Affairs Dataset (TFAED) uses the CAMEO codebook developed by Schrodt (2012) , and covers the years 1991-2014, using Agence France Presse reports as its data source. An offshoot of this is an effort to extend TFAED by coding Turkey-based Anatolia News Agency (AA) reports using TABARI (Version 8.4b1) software (Tuzuner and Biltekin 2013) .
A second event dataset has been constructed covering behaviors of governmental actors in Turkey in the years (Beriker 2014 . The project uses verbatim policy declarations and factual reported data on foreign policy actions as they appear in four Turkish language and two English language Turkeybased newspapers. The coding was done manually and contains 4,673 entries. Unlike TFAED, Beriker developed an original coding framework-the Foreign Policy Circumplex (FPC-TR)-which prescribes a different set of criteria in coding actors' behaviors.
Since both of these datasets measure Turkey's foreign policy behavior, a comparison between them may reveal various weaknesses or advantages of different aspects of event data research, and possibly lead to the creation of better tools. For example, there is an ongoing discussion in the global/core disciplinary community over the validity and reliability of event data generated from open news sources for analyzing actors' behaviors (Taylor 2013) . Several studies have questioned the reliability and validity of datasets from newspapers, arguing that "selection bias" (the subjective judgments of editors and reporters while deciding which events will be reported) and "description bias" (representation of news in a manner that will invoke strong audience interest) may impede such studies. Since these two Turkish datasets use different types of sources (domestic vs. international) their comparison could provide an important contribution to these debates. Another comparison could be made with respect to human coding versus machine coding. Both of these are potential methodological contributions with value for the global IR discipline.
Indeed, such methodological contributions in which local quantitative research may help instigate communication with the global discipline have materialized already in the case of the Hatipoğlu and Palmer (2014) study. In using the CINC database, the authors discovered a measurement error; the size of Turkey's urban population had been miscalculated for the previous eight years resulting in an apparent decline in total capabilities. By corresponding with the hosts of the dataset, they were able to get the data updated, a correction that could not have been possible if the coding and measurement standards of the CINC were not explicit.
Conclusion
Scholarly debates are key to a disciplinary community's academic and social development. One of the major conclusions of this evaluation has been that Turkish IR is a fragmented community that does not actively engage in scholarly debates. We argue that one way of overcoming such fragmentation and spawning debates in a developing disciplinary community can be to have more studies using quantitative research methods. The logic behind this call starts with the simple reality that in a discipline still dominated by qualitative research increased use of quantitative methodologies constitutes more diversity.
More importantly though, this call builds on the idea that quantitative methods produce methodological and conceptual clarity by suggesting specific step-by-step processes in the operationalization of concepts, the selecting of sources and units of observation, and the analyzing of data. This clarity can in turn allow for more systematic criticism, thus generating fruitful debates and contributing to scientific progress and development within a maturing disciplinary community. Quantitative methods may therefore help Turkish IR build the foundations upon which synchronized theoretical and methodological development can be based.
Using quantitative methods may also help theoretical innovation not just locally but on a global disciplinary scale by increasing scholarly communication and collaboration. A group of scholars who use a particular method to work on different aspects of a certain subject will necessarily develop shared axioms about either ontology, methodology or both. Even such a partial, basic consensus can pave the way for more fruitful and progressive debates, as defining research groups is the most practical way to make clear who agrees (or disagrees) with whom and on what grounds. In particular the generating of large-N datasets, which are built and can be improved on through extensive collaborative work over time, is an experience that itself can be conducive to establishing and developing a community. This call should obviously not be construed as a proposed "enforced conversion" of researchers into a single group; indeed, the more communities the better. Ultimately, our call is not one for paradigmatic uniformity, but an echo of those supporting theoretical and methodological diversity in the global discipline (noted most recently by Ferguson 2015) , but our proposed method of achieving that diversity in the case of Turkish IR is through greater use of quantitative methods.
We therefore suggest, in a perhaps counter-intuitive manner when encouraging diversity, that by working with clearly defined, quantitative methods, Turkish IR scholars can build bodies of consensus along various shared principles. The aim of using these methods and building these bodies of consensus is not to put an end to all disagreements and magically bridge the axiological and theoretical divergence in the sub-field. On the contrary, we hope that the use of these methods and their outcomes will attract fierce criticism on all grounds -from the ontological level to those of data collection, analysis and interpretation.
Such systematic criticisms and meaningful interaction are extremely valuable as they provide flourishing grounds for disciplinary progress.
Finally, we would be remiss not to mention the major criticisms against quantitative methods that come from critical approaches which argue that quantitative research methods are "instruments for structuring reality in certain ways" and that "under the guise of 'objectivity,' statistical procedures can serve to legitimize and universalize certain power relations because they give a 'stamp of truth' to the definitions upon which they are based" (Tickner 2005: 15) . The neutrality arguably associated with quantitative research is used to avert questioning by others on moral grounds "when in fact the value sets and assumptions of the researchers tacitly guide problem definition and analysis" (Carley 1981: 20) especially with respect to policy-related research. When the data are obtained from formal institutions, their reliability is deemed even more questionable because of such institutions' interest in bolstering public perception of the government's or that specific institution's performance.
We would counter, first, that the use of quantitative methodologies does not necessarily indicate a commitment to an objectivist/neutral epistemology, as, by itself, use of quantitative methods does not entail any claims as to "the existence of objective knowledge, discrete variables or the appropriateness of dominant discourses of epistemology and ontology" (Sjoberg and Horowitz 2013: 105) . Indeed, because of its explicitness, quantitative research may arguably help to reveal a researcher's preferences, values and omissions, and hence allow the reader to more readily evaluate the resulting research based on normative questions and political implications of such choices. Moreover, if critical theorists deal with "the questions that are not asked because of the lack of data" (Tickner 2013:110 ft. 28) , then one way to generate more questions is to collect such data, particularly if ready-made government collected data are found to be unreliable.
More importantly perhaps, it is important to remember that critical theory is the product of a disciplinary community that has gone through many stages of development, and that can afford to question those accumulated past experiences. Such questioning is even healthy in a context of established paradigms and on-going intra-disciplinary debates. In a still developing discipline like Turkish IR, taking to heart criticisms against a particular methodology or methods that have not yet been given a chance to be used, challenged, and revised would be preemptive, and would rob that discipline of the chance to learn from that process. As with any evolving entity, a maturing discipline must learn from making mistakes; without that, it will unfortunately remain stunted and naïve. 
